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ABSTRACT 

Structures for governing and coordinating higher 
education are changing* However, the prisary responsibility for 
education rests vith the state. The coordinating agency, which 
occupies the siddleoground between the institutions and the political 
decisioQ'-sakers, should have 5 sinisus abilities: (1) to engage in 
continuous planning, both long-range and short; (2) to acquire 
inforaation fros all postsecondary institutions and agencies through 
the establishment of statewide aanagesent and data systess; (3) to 
review and approve new and existing prograas, new caspuses, and 
substantial state aid; (4) to review and aake recossendations on all 
facets of both operating and capital budgets; (5) to adsinister grant 
prograas and all state^adainistered federal grant and aid prograas. 
Coordinatiiig efforts would engage the faculties and adainistrators in 
their own best efforts to find ways to iaprove their offerings, 
aanageaent, and operations. If institutions choose to join the effort 
in working with coordinating boards, they will have taken an 
iaportant step forward in regaining public confidence and support. 
(Author/PG) 
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EVALUATING ATiD TERI-lINATING EXISTTNG INSTRXTIONAL PROGRAMS: \\\^^X^\\\ 
T*ffi CONTROVERSIAL ROLE OF STATEWIDE COORDINAnNG/GOVERNING Wh^l^'oA 

AGENCIES^^- S|S A^^t^-i 

Elizabeth H. Johnson IllOII 
Mejdser 

Bo ard of Hlgher'Edac'ation Orego n 

In the education circles in which I move these days, one seldcnn hears funny stories^ 
In fact, the grinmess sometimes is all-pervasive. However, there is this st^ry which 
somwhat fits my situation here today. 

A traveler was walking across the frozen tundra in the far north* The teaperature 
was below zero; it was snowing hard. He was huddled in his parka and was ;}ust plodding 
along, head down, bent against the icy wind. 

Through his frost-hung eye lashes he glinipsed a small bird, almost frozen, lying 
against a clump of stiff grass. Thinking the bird might revive and provide conqpanicn- 
ship, he picked it up and tucked it i^^ntly inside his P^r^a. Suddenly a large musk <MC 
lumbered across the traveler's path, and as it passed by, it dropped behind e. generous 
pile of warm, brown, steaming manure. The traveler stooped down, placed the nearly 
frozen Bird in the midst of the warm pile, and watched in fascination as it moved 
feebly, opened its eyes, shook in.s wings, chirped and finally broke into welcome, 
glorious song. 

Whereupon, a fierce timber "^^V^. suddenly arrived from nowhere, rushed over Xj^ the 
bird and before the traveler could he^id him off, grabbed the feathered friend, and ate 
him. 

...And the moral to this story, so it is told, is that 

(a) He who puts you in it is not necessarily your enemy 

(b) He who takes you out of it is not necessarily your friend 

(c) And if you find yourself in the mi-ddle of it, the least you can do is keep 
your mouth shut. : 

I've pondered the wisdom of that last l?ne ever since accepting this assignnentf- 
but rn** came to my rescue. 

Perhaps, at the outset, I should do the obvious: broaden the title of these § . 
remarks tn read: "Program Review, Evaluation and Termination: The Controversial Role 
of the Controversial Statewide Governing and Coorlinating Boards/* Even ar short over- 
view of-' the matter of program review almost has to include some reference to,. the 
responsibilities and powers of these controversial state-wide boards themselves. These 
boards, which were almost invisible only a few years ago, have appeared-on the -scene at 
firs^ as vehicles for voluntary cocrdinaticn aiid the flow-through of federal funds and 
various Titles. Then as the voluntary became re^^ulatory and the role of the coordinating 
groups more ''threatening:" to traditional institutions and segments, often the 
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leglalaturef made them statewide sovernlns boards •* or strengthened their regulatory 
poiiert. Most of them have also been named the states' "1202 Commissions" for state* 
vide planning, iinder the federal Higher Education Amendments of 197^* They are the 
"new kid on the blocli." 

Structures for governing and coordinating higher education are changing. Actl^ne 
by the governor of Maine, in asking for the resignation of all the members of the 
University of Maine Board In order "to make the university more accountable to the tax- 
payers and the students and accomplish the fresh start that is needed and expected by 
the people of Maine" is one exan^le of change. Th<$ proposed dissolution of the Board of 
Hegents in Ohio by Governor Rhodes, who created the Regents originally, Is another. It 
is safe tr^ say that in almost every state that hasn't recently changed its governing 
and/or coordinating structure, the traditional organisations are in trouble. 

Just rearranging the tables of organization or abolishing one structure and 
creating another won't solve the problems or "accomplish the fresh start." The fact 
that the political leaders have been baking the initiative and leadership role, though, 
i£ of great significance. It calls for the education leaders to do more than 
criticize and raise the rallying cry of "aoademic freedom" and "institutional autonomy" 
to get the wagons in a ring and protect the sta tus quo . If we believe in the necessity 
<»f continuous planning, both short and long-range; if we believe In diversity of 
options for students and for society, if ;.-e believe in accountability for the use of the 
fundi available, then we have to recognize that a plan, like a budget, is a mechanism 
of .control. By that much, then, an individual institution is restricted in its 
"autonoiny" or its authorization to go its ov;n '«iy. 

That being the case, the assumption that there must be tension and conflict between 
the planners and the educational establishment may be unavoidable. I Join those who 
bellevi} that any schejie of governance depends uix^n the willingness of persons of good 
will and broad understanding to stand back and see what it is that must be 
accomplished - and examine the alternatives. If the planning Is done cooperatively, and 
if the planners are not trying at the same time to "govern" or to administer and 
operate, then I think Cv-iifroi.ii^^i icn is avoidable. 

The primary responsibility for education re^-ts with the state. In the end, the 
fln%l decision may have to be a pollticEa one. The Congress and the State Legislatures 
hold the purse strings. Personalities are bound to be a strong Influence, but the wise 
•dministrat'^r and the wise planner and the "-".je political leader will recognize the 
realities. Most Importantly, the people who pay for the education, kindergarten 
throuea graduate school, the <»raployers, the practitioners nnd the consumers, need to be 
an liH)ortant part of the planning process. 

D. Kent rialstead takes a look at central control in the form of a centralized 
coordinating and planning board, and says, 

"The debate re>j;ardiii:-; centralired versus decentralized authority in higher 
education (pr-staecondary ) has progressed beyond fin^uing the relative 
advantages and disadvantages of each. IH.xussion of the pros and cons of 
both central coordination and Instl tutlcnal autonomy hae resulted in con- 
siderable aj/.reemetit among educators about the relative merits of both 
practices. The evid*»nc« also rrv*»aJ - and herein lies the crux of tl» 
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controversy - that • vdnniiig combination is a yet unidentified balance which 
would retain most oi the advantages of central control with a miniinal sacrifice 
of institutional scvereignty . . .The balance sought is delicate and equilibrium may 
exist only in theory. 

"No effective planning agency v.an expect to fulfill all of the hopes and 
aspirations of each instituti.m. No institution is likely to endorse all the 
coordination measures proposed by a state -level agency. Consequently, it is 
realistic tn expect that some form of power struggle will always be inevitable - 
maybe a healthy sign... It is likely that no two states will weigh' the values of 
autonomy and coordination in exactly the same nanner.' 

That having said, how much power --r authority should the planning and coordinating 
agency have.' Here I have to turn to the best minds in the research and development 
field. I have to draw cn my experience, and -^n the trends in the separate states and 
at the federal level. By every indicator, I am persuaded that the coordinating agency, 
which occupies a kind ^f middle -ground botweon the institutions and the political 
dec is ion -makers should have at least the five minimum powers named by Glenny, ^ 
Berdahl, Palola and Platriige, and those listed in the Education Commission of the States 
report, "Coordination cr Chaos." These include the power - 

1. "to engage in contim>ous planning, both long-range and short-range; 

2. "tn acquire Inforraatinr; from all postsecondary institutions and agencies 

through the establishmert of statewide management and data systems; 

3. " t^ re view and approve nev^nji. exist^ijig^^ 

ceiiters'V departnten ts and c enters" of all 2ii^i?-J-li'Sl^^i*^iril£».>i^A>H^^® 
subs u'n'tial s tate aifLi-l j^ven , of all private inst itutions.; 

U. "to review and .Take reccmmendations .^n any f»nd all facets of both operating 
and capital budf^ets- and when requested by state authc^rities , present a 
rnnsolidated budget for the whole system, and 

"♦:o administer directly, or have under its c. ordinative powers all state 
scholarship ani ;irant prograir.s to students, grant programs ^ to non-public institutions 
and all state-adirdnisterod federal grant and aid prograniS.' 

Many cpp<^se grantinr- any of these powers to h coordinating board; others might 
opp'^se certain ones- b-.;*- my rea<iinr -^f the current scene, state by state, indicates 
tfiat program review and tu.lget reviev/ tire the ir.f-st important and sensitive areas. 
There Is v.r one "be-'^t" urrangoment or lelineaticr* of powers because no tvro states iiAve 
the afure lom'^^raphlc patterns, traiiitin.s ani ^xistinc structui-es. 

The pciicy-makf^r'; it; stnte ,',ovi?rrr.t:nt , h'^vev'^r, have th.e same needs: They need to 
kn«-»w that rpntir;uo\;R planning i.-; oin.-' rn, ani Ll-..-t bude.et requests are linked tr^ 
rf*'\li3*.ic ^-(^ai? . miiJiiicnr. ar^i r.b.i«='.:tive.<? ri' b^-!; inRtitutiorii and state government, 
rhey n^'p t -o kunu r'nat the public interest hftii b-"n represented in the planning, , along 
wi'-h institur icr.ai :m: \ utudetr. Iri^ero.nt.s . Ihoy n*^-.?d balanced, comparable, unbiased, 
analysel lata ..-l-.irh ir bane the policy "leoisions that they must make in appropriating 
funds . 
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Programs art* at the heart ot tho whole enterprise. They are the reasons Instltutinnt 
ex-.it and buildings are constructed and students are served, PrograiP« should be 
tailored and planned ro tit institutional missions. Legislators want to know that there 
Is a mechanism for controlling di^>lication and pioltieraiion and haphazard responses to 
vhat may be transitory interests or intra-institut ions policies. A single Institution 
cannot successfully try to he all things tu all people in these times* 

Budgets neud to reflect the match between realistic institutional missions and 
programs. Since available funds for all ot education wi 11 be limited and costs will 
continue to rise, some a;>ency has to stand back and take a look at the needs of all 
levels - and then make recommendatiuns. Those recommendations should be based on 
educational needs and the state's and the institution's ability to finance strong 
projjraros. 

Scholarship an^f f Inane al assistance {jrantj;, loans and work-study programs cut 
across all postsecondary institutions - public, private and proprietary. Their 
AliPtribViliGA needs to be integrated uith need, with ability to fund and related to 
the Koals of access and opportunity, 

Actu^illy, it is often true that if the powers granted are clear and considerable^ 
they will not need to he vised. Time that might be spent on arguing over jurisdiction 
or authority can he spent more constructively. If the rights and responsibilities of 
all the actors are knot*?Ti, voluntary cooperation often comes more easily and forth- 
rightly. 

It seems .incre.isingly clear to me that "he conclusions reached by many experts 
in the field are stated clearly by Glcnny et al.: 

*'Tht> choice today is not between streni^thening cbi coordinating board or retaining 
the status quo > Rather, the choice is between creating an effective coordinating 
board or ol seeing postsecondary education ingested into the executive branch of 
state government,"-- I would add 'or, under control of the ligislative branch'-- 

trengthenoJ cooriiinat ion seems the best way to protect the public interest in 
oducatioti with minimum impairment rf Institutional autonomy .whatever the number 
and variety ot snb.structure?? subject to coordinating board jurisdiction, the board 
and its staff should exercise power ov/er institutions only through the official 
^chann€*ls of the parcicitlar institution or subsystem.'* 

The key ] uri ^d ic t irna I ^'ssuo betwi^en the coordinating board and the ins titut innal 
or segmental nolicy (governing) boar'e; is whore to draw the dividing line between their 
respective powers and r^ sponsibl H tios and to mc^ko. cloar the areas oT institutional or 
systera-^wide gi-^vernanct^ thit the coordinating board should not get into. 

Thtv^o <^r-^ aU very sinsitivo natt»^rs. As someone has aptly put it: "The idea 
that ' outs i<l»*rs , ' stvitf Sur(»aucrat<? or reprost?nt it i ves ot a political environment might 
med'lle in academic a if Air. » probalUy trtinso»>nds all of tho other administrative and 
coc>rdtnacivt» issues relating', in statwlde coi>r<lina t ion of postsecondary education," 

:v»spito th*-* le'»l t i»iiati' and traditional rer.orvacions about the roles of statewide 
cocrdlnati iig hoards, rh«* iuimbi»rs ol these l)or.rds and their powers have increased in recent 
voars. S*n^ti>T; .^t r Higher Kducation Amondmonts of 1972 has given impetus to 

»'ith*»r vrc»arinv'. nev plrinning >v coordinating ag^nc^'es or to naming existin; agencies as 
th#' ^itat^^s^ 1202 u'^iami i^nt; • IncrtMj? 1 ngly , tor.. tJie function of program review and 
approval has become ooirmonp lac c - hut is in tho ht^j:inning stages of the art, 

A rei-^nt survey hy th»* Xdtiration Cnmnission (^f the State ?}hov.'s that of the 
4') st^ites having coordinating awtencie- vich statutiMv authority to review and approve or 

0 
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rojoajmena i>rofcf,ranis , \'f have the responsibility to review and approve programs. Eight 
«tate-wile ccorairatln^^ agencies, incliiding the Oregon Educational Coordinating Council 
hftv« statutory rttsponsibility to review and recommend only. In five states the 
responsibility to review and recommend is a matter of policy, not of statute. As 
*.he role of theo*^ a -encies has e /njved from "voluntary" tc "advisory" responsibilities, 
to re^^uiiitory pover^j , and in a few more recent oases, to governing authority, the 
function of program review has become commonplace. 

.^c that there will net be misunderstanding cf what is meant by the use of the 
broad term "profrrain, " I «a referring to these crganized educational activities, 
tiiXCiudinK indiviiual courses and sourse content, v/hJch lead to jome terminal 
Abjective: a degree, diploma, certificate or license. Under the umbrella of 
"Frct:ram," I inoi'odG departments, divisions, schools, colleges, institutes, learning 
centers, branches or nny unit not presently included in the program of the institution. 
^^ uauai:.y dce:j not include- "reasonable and moderate" extons.sns of existing curricula, 
roGearch or public service programis, except where thay may overlap and ccmpete 
unreasonably with those of nearby institutions, public and pi'jvate. 

The purposes cf state level review of programs, broadly stated ai'6 (l) to conserve 
r*» source s ; (2) to avoid unnecessary and unwise duplication and proliferation; (3) to 
asRur^ qiiAlity urograms; and {h) to assess the state's needs for a given program. In 
the case of high-crst specialized professional prugrams , such as veterinary medicine, 
riealth professions, oceanography, etc , there must be regional planning and needs 
asaousr.erit tn increase accest-- to high-quality pi'ograins and ccneerve resources. 
Conarrti'i and regional efforts are presently underway, and they, too, must be 
enc car aged. 

Thnt those fund inns shouJd fall nn non -administrative coordinating agencies 
is based on conclusions apparently reached in many states, "that neither the organs 
cf c-.fiti^' ..';ovf rrur.ent nor the institutions of higher education are capable of conducting 
finely balancM as^jessments involved in program review • the sovernment agencies 
b»'oause the issues are too complex for non-professionals to handle, and the 
ins-.ituticns because their own self-interest often inhibits their objectivity." 
(H. \ Perdnhl, :'tatewlde Coordi n ation nf Hi>:her Educatio n. 1971). • 

T-^ "xr*-^.'L nn in.'Jtltu'-.icn to act as its ovn physician, diagnosing the v^eak 
I-rograrnc, »5:peoially li: lxn:t's of. financial stress, and then getting out the instru- 
vz'^n'i^ nr.! rorfonnin./ Rur£.;ery where indicated is askin^; tr,c much. 

VtVj'Ve fi:.-inciHl ^x.i^^encies h;;ve required reduction or elimination of a program 
a* n:\ ir.Gtir Mii-^n, both \ha prooes.i and the res'-ilts have been traumatic to internal 
•ivA ox*ernn.l '^^rr.:r i*-.ucricle;: . in scrce cn,se:j ho press, under the requirements of 

-p'^n .-re^'ln.,'" .lavr.s, r.^r, demanded t.he ri.vht lo attend and report deliberations, which 
.T.uat. , of a'^:"cs.ilv/ , involv-v persons and e-;fectiveness . In s rce casen, the annotmced 
prc^rnr. r^-iacvict.;; huvo bo^in more publicir.ed than rsal. In others, even a small 
i.-nprover.^jn* U; >^i*.f.or Wvj financial t enrf^liiren: situation r.as put a damper <^n 
'-n-:.:inL.i:;r. for rr' -.rnn r'^-luction. Most in;;t itutior;s , tnoui^h they may agree on the 
rir.c:f ..(J rr at». -i»-voj r^vivw and rooomir^ndat ion , wo\U.d diso'ent fro;a the specific 
pr-'v- •■:;:>■•.? a:-.:i -•-.rr;;*' vri'i;it.ary r mi^li n:\r.n . or if fcr^^ed, acrr-ss -the -board reductions 
r%^->^r ^;a:. t-jrrr.inaf io:: or fjhelvin;: rro^rrnr-^ . 

T;. ai-.y ••»v»'n'. , if <;ot;ntirvati.or. rf vo.«'." jr-'io.-' ir. a annl of prAj^ram reduction, the 
"»rrrr.ina^ irr; of a rr^.-rar. vi "J nrt. Lr; Hr.d rf irself reduco oxr3nditurc o\itlayG, 
.nl»>:;.! fac-il^-- i.-^ v<>-\'.ri^\. If a i*- -^r^'-. ic irr^-p^-d, bnt th^ oour.-?eo and the instructors 
♦o -f-ir:: th'^m '^r" r-rair-M .<»l.if*-.; .'v .^rher proj^riKis , nc- sfivlnf:.'' resuLIt. 
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If the dt^gree I9 no lender offered, but the courses remain, there may be a decline 
In enrollment In those courses, thus Increasing the unit costs. If the courses and 
the degree are eliminated, but the tenured faculty who taught them are transferred 
to some other teaching or administrative post, there are likewise no sizeable savings. 

If the question is one of the need to improve quality and the program is 
recommended for retention with improvement, the costs are increased. As Dr. Glenny 
puts It: 

*MVhatever the economics of steady state and the politics of tenure^ the analypes 
of program elimination must consider a reduction in faculty - or no great savings 
in dollars will result/* 

I am aware that the words **Md8ter Plan*' raise all kinds of questions ** and miu** 
trust. I know the validity of the warnings that a Master Plan must not beccxne the 
Master Plan, cast In concrete. However, I believe that before any 8tate**wide 
governing or coordinating board can consider change or program review, it has to 
ask searching and perhaps uncomfortable questions about the state of the planning at 
the present time. Whether we like it or not, there has to he some kind of overall 
plan, som^ thoroughly considered statements of educational goals for the state, the 
system, the individual institutions and the "programs" that are realistic. Policy 
b#%ards at the institution or segmented level have an obligation to assure themselves 
that their institutions have valid, objective, studied Master Plans, continually 
undated. 

Tnr. often statements t guidelines or goals have been cast in such "globrtl'^ 
and Idealistic terms that they are relatively meaningless - or they have been st^ited 
in the kind nf educational jargon that makes them less^than-clear, even to the 
educators. Obfuscating language Just asks the lay citizen to be skeptical, if not die 
believing. 

Where compromise and equivocation to reach "consensus" have reduced tatetn'^nts 
• f gr^als to a kind of lowest common denominator there must be a fresh start. The 
examination of goals should involve as many informed lay persons, practitioner-;, 
employers, consumers - and taxpayers as possible, along with administrat^ji's , faculty 
and students. 

Without tting cauf^ht up In the details of how a broad-based planning group 
cught to organize itself to come up wicli findings and recommendations that will give 
guidance to institutions and coordinating boards in the matter of program review, let 
me simply suggest the kinds of questions that I believe ought to be raised: 

I. Does the state have a "ilaster Plan*' rAxst includes the missions of ail the 
Institutions, public, private and proprietary? Are these missions 
realistically laid out so they can serve as guidelines for planning* ^nd 
evaluation? 

2* Does it define the roles and responsibilities of the existing go'crniag 
or coordinating boards and individual Institution il boards? 

3. I*? there an up-to-date Inventory of all the programs presently a l.^blo • 
and where are they? 

4, Has a study btien nuidc of unmet needs? 
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5. Vi'htit i8 the (vorrent statutory or policy prevision for reviewing an'^ approving 
programs? Py what agencies? Which agsn^ioA are to be reviewed? 

b. What kind or provision for planning and coordination would bept serve the 
state, with its own tradi'cidns, its existing structures for governance and 
, policy-making, and its unique political climate? 

If, based on its findings, the state-wide planning group recommends a strong state- 
level agency to resolve issues thnt individual institutions or system-wide or eegnental 
policy boards and state governments cannot resolve, then it seems to me the matters 
of program^ review and recommendation and the ef ^^ctivenese of education programs at all 
levels become a top priority agenda itcdi of tht v.oordinating body.- A non-admlnlaterlng 
board can raise the Kiiide of questions and call for the Kind of planning, decision- 
making and inana»j.c acrii v,hich will product chant,e, promote cooperative efforts, and 
anticipate iaau^:; uiiu problems. 

The coordinatinr board muct develop its own guidelines and operating procedures, 
again fitted to tht situation state by state. One key to any system of evaluating what 
is being done, what ought or might be done, and what outcomes may be expected, is the 
epeclficity and the clarity of the goals statements for the state, for the segmente, 
for the institutions. In 1>T, President Truman's Commission on Higher Education 
offered this advice; 

"What America needs t'Kiay is a schooling better aware of Its alms. Our colleges 
need to see clearly what it is they are trying to accomplish and they need ways 
of measuring p-rf't^ptiveness in meeting those aims." 

mat quotation is even more relevant today. With more than percent or the 
colleg5-age group going on to postsecondary education 'if some kind. It is eruelal 
that the education missions of an institution be clear, visible and understood by 
students, the public, and by the elected and appointed persona who are responslHle 
for seeing to it that schools are operated to serve those missions effectively and 
efficiently. 

lo looking at programs, proposed and exintiiig, the state- level board will have 
to concern Itself with three broad aspects, as identified and described by Clenny, 
Bcpdahl, et q1.: 

1. The prograsis to be reviewed 

2. The criteria to be used in Judging 
3# The me'.^hanism review 

Obvinunly, t.he i^rograms to be revl--wed will depend . upon the legal authority of 
the coordinating or ?:overnin{: boord. Die car-e has been made, I believe, that the 
moat effective proc^rr oi' review i3 one Ihci considers not only the approval of new 
programs, but als.* deletion, men:ei\» allocation and suspension of existing 
programs* 

T^^.e bonr l'/ -.1 • i i-hip, I br3iieve, rLc.;!:; be .node up of* kiicwlediieebie , experienced 
lay perncns net * ?r.:-.^ diroctiy wit.., .*>r t.::-]Ojefi by pubih.' ir.-^t itutions or 
agencies. They r.^-'^d llmr . intt^rost nnd -rr-.-j^r/y to drvote to the task. They should 
assure themrolver t^at thry havf» m iirr- -trv cr rcmmissioner of stature and a staff with 
expertise in <iroas oi board ro^rcn.-iibiiity . 
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TV.e attin- mil J be relotivelA- smll ii" it utilizee the pXannin« end information-gathering 
capablUti<»a "vvilablo • U;£.jlnetit.ution or;d |et-cjt8l level, 

With I..' iia oi the 6t8ff> '■hen, the Etete-wide board ehould co obout the task 
afttitm oat V.:>. -i-ittria for progran review. In (^eiieral, taese criteria ehould call for 
th<.' uae of .*ori;i..:i ,;uiiielinea and procedurcc. 

Our Jtntt' hnani of Higher Education in Oregon haa had considerable experience with 
reviewing anl author l7.ing reqcests for new programs or repackaging existing c^urgea into 
new 01 tier. s. It has, on very rare occaeions, recommended disapproval or referral back to 
the institution :or further study. (The Boax'd of Higher Education also has had to provide 
for inif ie-n'.Miting ief'.islative decisions to make an urban atete college into a state 
univerrity, or add or phase out a department within an institution,) We now are embarking .. 
on a "review and recoinnend" process for existing programs, commenc-int'; with those of high- 
coat and iow-tim'oJjQent at the graduate level. 

The or pterin followed by the central office in making recommendations to the 
Academic Affaira Conrnittee of the Board are made up of the seven major components commonly 
included in i rot^i'arr. i'eview procedures of coordinating and governing boards. They include a 
description of the program; a setting out of the program's purposes and objectives; an 
analysis of ne«d for the program; a cost analysis that includes direct and indirect 
funding sources; an estimation of the resources- required (faculty, staff, library, 
physical facilities); an indication of the prospects for accreditation; and a description 
of possible rolations:;ips to future developments at the institution and within the state, 

Oui' statutoi-y responsibility extends only to the three state universities, the 
three ree;ional state colleges, a technical institute and a health sciences center. Our 
system has functioned aa both governing and coordinating since 1931> ^ut with the addition 
of 13 publicly supported community colleges, which fall under the loose coordination 
of the Boai'd of Education, and are governed by a locally-elected board, oui' system lacke 
the state wide perspective it should have. Under the preoent State Board of Higher 
Education's .'lu'tsdiction, the programs of the private and Independent schools are not 
included in f:.*. protj.ram review, except by reference at times. Our Oregon situati'^n is 
further cocipl Lcat. ► d by the tact that some of the four-year institutions award Associate 
rv-Rroep, ?o::r.. .-.l:. province of the community or Junior colleges, and the community 
colifJiV-'.s . - • .-wi.-;..' ;-.oeda, have tlioir lower division college courses transferable 
credit •:• I.' , "o I'.''^ 'iuart';i-i.-- iri: out of I65, and serv- students of the area 

educotion '.i.*..'. •. •.• s;iate on -'i \:.:jI>., and non-resident students. Tliree-tier tuition 
levels • ■ ; i .-Jtato and out- j '-: note services, at the- lower-division level. 

The four-yn:" ivct : ' \*. ior.? receive nhi-il p'-^rcent of their I'unds irorr. stnte g^jneral 
fund an rop:-.i;- -Iv.-:..- . Ihcir tuitions pay .or roup;-.ly 25 percent 01 tlu: c^ost of Instruction.. 
Tt.o -'OfTxiur.it:/ 'Clicker: , on the other ;;aad, receivt.- roughly 5^ perc<.nt of their support from 
th*.' f-ieuerqi :"-und, j ercent from local property taxes^ and only 17 percent from tuition. 

Over.ooKe^.; in '.h'- prr'sont plonnin,; i:? the fact that .out there" - In many non- 
<»du'atior.nI >nit'>rprlr.efi - are peopl'-- as well or better qualified to tccoh, equipment mnre 
ooph.isMcH*-*' 1 , nnd reso';r :es for real-life experiences more effective than we have in 
forma i -'-lu.''i-.ior.. Aren't we short-ui(;..tod and remiss if we do not take those .resources 
Lr.tc conaid'.'rntion in our planr.iuiJ; processes^ 

A.-, you -ar. i-'^e, our.'j is: a fragmented kind of situation over vl-.i'-r. the 

i •ati'-'nni ;:oor i i: m l in^-, Council atter-i tri to exervise a measure of planning or. an 



ERJ.C 



Concurrent General te nsion I 

Monday, March .9. 

advisory, coonliiiotivc, research and forecasting basis. Educational coordinating matters 
are canpilcatf.'d v^-n lurther by the root that the appointed Chancellor of Higher Education 
and the eiectcU ."tiiic luperintendent of I'ublic Instruction are voting members of the 
Coord Inatlnr, .•ju:.cli l-.-'i.rd. The Council hyj; not been very olic-ctive in its overall 
plannin,.' nnd -..-i- 1 Lt.;-ti:.i.: role Tor vn,^ rcoi-onc, which cc-rtainly include the make up Of 
the Council I^o'jr.i. 

On the c^.'ntral li;sue in program r'-vi.'w, tliot of the mechanism and the process -^f 
review, 1 want to .jot avay from the details and the alternate processes because they ere 
almost liaiitlesf. Generally, they need to be responsive to some of the following: 

1. 'V\.ey -ust take into consideration the Jurisdiction and powers- of existing 
boards, systenc and 9ubstracture£3 . 

They shoidd utilize common guidelines and procedures so that all instltuti^ne 
are responding to the sar.e requests and requirements. 
They should involve the individual institutions and their faculties, 
administrators and students m developing the plans and guidelines. 
They ihould c>:)nt8in no unnecessary and cumbersome features. 
They should «xpcdite change, if recommended. 

I'iiey should require state-wide compliance with the state-level process «f 
program review. 

They should provide thnt decisions about individual courses and course content 
Ktay at the Institutional level. 

They should deal with the matter of building up de facto programs which <9per8te 
without foraal approval. *~ ' 

They should provide for stand inp and ad hoc advisory . committees which may or 
may not include coord inatinc board members, but whicn may utilize coordinating 
board staff assistance. 

10. Prof^rar. review by a state-level board should provide for the use of outeide 
consultnnti;, for on-site vir?itations by consultants from inside and outeide 
the state; the boerd and staff of the coordinating agency should work closely 
with the institution and necmental boards and staffs in developing reeommenda- 
tlons . 

11. rinuli:. , iniiividual institutions or the segments should be required to respond 
to luoei lo:;j concerning their ;^:)ole, their educational relevancy, and their 
•"ost i'-;u.-y . 

The roc-r-. iiKi i.:ate:' t'.vjl vac. i'..pctas ior chan;,t nnd diversity has come 

from the ou>- r L.io , "•-ti r*.udcnt d^-nn.!, -..nv] : ror: the politicnl vorld . ?ome of the 
responses have Ir --:. oat i;tnndln(?;ly :^oo<i . ".'t I-.ovc moved fro-n hiriK-r education for a 
relatively few i;- yr-r tostsecondnry cducat ioi:, which, more ana -norc, attracts new learn- 
ers. In the pr.Tcrs-, we may, however, bt. lowerir.^; standards and accepting mediocre 
performance whioi., in turn, debaaen the worth of the credentials. It is imperative that 
a state-level bonrd t rovide Ipaderni'.i; in a^Ji-essinf the perfor:nance^ in forecasting 
"futur'^y." In vrcviainr. .^pportunit iec for examining: economic, social, and demographic 
forces, iaauea nnd trends «ia these apply to edui^ntion In thr state. Such a coordinating 
board would he respor.;;il le , then, for actin.;: as a Vridf^e between institutions and the 
iec ision-cakers i:; r-tnt'> ;j:ovf rnmet;t . 

Pe-«ius^^ o:' tro rapl.i '.rcwth of post jc.-or.dary education in the last two decades, and 
t.he lack of ♦.ir.e for •arcfu] plnnninr nni "takin*' ;-tock," tnony inequalities have 
ieveIop'»d. Vv havi to answer ninfie bi.;* diii'icult questions: \-rr.o should pay? For what? 
'-/here? Hew much? r^r how ionp'? 
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I also believe it will be increasingly neceaeary for all boards to aeaesa 
periodically and even harshly^ their own performancec in the light of their changing 
roles. Because the state-level board's planning, Information-gathering, coordlnative 
and evaluative functions are different froca those of policy-making boards (and they are 
relative Tate-cromors), state boards will have to be especially diligent in performance 
and assoriement . Hobert 0, Berdahl, Senior Fellow of the Carnegie Foundation Council on 
rolJ.cy i-tudioB in Higher Education, is currently developing criteria end information for 
evaluating state-wide boards. of postsecondary education. There are many rroblems* He 
says, ''Personalitiee ore sometimrr more important than the structure. The structure 
itself Is aff^f^ted by the interpl . of many other elements/* James Miller put it this way: 

"Some af^eneies have more power than their enabling legislation suggests because 
. they are hea\y on informal power, influence, and 'credibility^ with state officials 
and thf; public. Other agencies have less power than the statutes ouggest because 
their credibility is low and their recommendations are ignored* The web of 
informal relationships, communication and respect among legislators and the state 
agency is extremely important and is often overlooked." 

The situation in New York State, described by Karen Winkler in the Januar.,* 27 
Chronicle 01' Hi/^her Education in an article entitled "Statewide Planning Versus 
Institutional Autonomy,'' points to the gap that exists between theory and the actual 
"review and approve" procees. The Commissioners of Education and the Regents, who are 
appointed by the Loisielature and must "register" (approve) all programs in both public 
and private oollet^es and universities, have undertaken to review, recommend continxxence, 
termination^ pViaseout or improvement of all doctoral programs in the state^ Their 
recommendations r.ovc been intensely questioned by the Chancellor and Regents of the State 
University and by i:*uividual presidents. 
* 

Everyon-. liiw that the two criL •ai:^^ - "need" and "ciuoiity" - are difficult to 
come to rrl^\^- . II hae been curtoinry i:o link "quality" '.'iv:') dollars expended, 

faculty de^^rf^^L 'mkI srjliry levels, .^poec utilized, library hoL.litvrc, etc. There maybe 
studies to show ^Urert rolat ionshlpn b'.tw- or. dollars and cff€< tivonc-ss of outcomes; I 
don't knov of ar^.y, thouch there are obvious rc-lationships between resources available 
and choices that r\ay then be mode. Policy boards have "non^tronsferable responsibilities 
for determininf;, an objectively as it it! humanly possible, the degree of wisdom by which 
existing resourc^^s ari cnnnaf^od" as Arthur Frantr.reb cold the Association of Governing 
Boards in October. lit is not sure, nor am I, that policy boards ore equipped or have 
the ability to do ti:in - as they are presently organized. Sone are isolated from the 
realities of present or future danf^ers; some, p.q he said, are apathetic enough to let the 
president or :iomeone ^:lr!p. v/orry about t}:o major issues and what rr:ay be growing academic 
deficits and poor r.annror.ent practices. In some cases, the problems are too diffused 
and too bi^^ "or n.'irt-tir.e lay persons to ./rasp, and they neod to retain specialists to 
help them. 

Ttie us^ 01* "nf^'^ci'" es an evaiuntive erltcrinn - whether In reference to the needs of 
society for trained .-n.-M-.r over , or th'r "nr-f^ds*' oV students - runs counter to the long-held 
trad it lot: that nny ijtua'^nt ou('.ht to Vo r»blu to enroll in any program he wishes end for 
whir'h Is quali:'i»"^'l , vhothor or not thore will bo an emploiTient otitlot for his training 
anri tnl'.^nts. 7). is - nnd certain vell-ontablisl:cd status rov^ulrrments - have led ' 
inst it'itionr to try to of for n v>ist scon^ssbcrd ol* studien. The rnnid expansion has 
/;rn^rMt*^«i ar; overall Gi'^^'^-^i ^^^^ larK^** -"nvOu^Vr*. to Justify most prcci'^mn, even in not very 
popular t'le-'ids. Duplication oV -ost u::df^r.*radunte pror,ri''is and departmental majors at 
n^ot*^ *cll^r.ct ^nd .Lniverc^ltien hn:: Veen t::*^ rule. Tiie fed'^rol (;overnment has poured 
ERXC ^^^'^"^ ^^'^"^ ^ variety of programs, tr.us c vornpc 'j^r>|^inr, the prolifar«ition. 
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Howov»>r, nt thei-e roe a road n .in the loii<j hictra-y '>f the development and financing 
ot higher educition - before collective: bargaining with Its focuo on job security, forces 
program decii:i!)na whxc.; may^be more .rigid; before able. young instructors must he denied 
appointment ana untenurcd faculty let t^o; and before hard-pressed email libe-al arte 
Institutions n-c. forced to olose tl-.eir doori' or reduce their prograrao to the point of 
diminiahinr, retar.-.- - nil of ua should cee that 1- .-nay be to the state and the institu- 
tion's odvanto'.. t:> concentr'jtc in ;evor ijictii;utionc ' prugra^.c for which there is 
f'.e'-reased de-iinnu - ,.r lirproportionM.;: cod::. pjwera oi prot^rHci termination or re- 

allocation ::t>v -.f.;. n^c but 5I. Lt'ht I- up 1 .-.w. K?ilpr. D-cur.uu, C.oncollor of Higher 
KduoQtlon in j-.rEevir? quoted In a rcce';t Chronicle <jrtl'-lf as raying that come 
ln3titutl.')nn !.avf- -icvhiored "n Brinks-truck iier.tafityT you dunip the* dough once a year and 
yoa d-^n'': come buck !ju-i r-eo ^ifaiu until next year " 'lAilp article raises the question 
of what will happen urien a strong; ctate coordinatlnc agency cooiee up against strong state- 
wide I'ac'ilty union. 

College precidcnts are prei!ictabiy upaet by the proopects, as are facultieu. They 
see the whole procenn cf state-level program review and recommendation as on infringement 
upon their traditional auto:.om> and responsibility to ch>irt their own courses. Though 
aorae of tr.ecr, publicly denource the cpecifiCG of the review proce.-is whil'-- endorsing the 
general prin?i:,le3, privat-.ly some of them will r-dnit ohnt the state-level reviews may 
give them more latitude nnd p'lwer to eliminate the weah p»--->srame that sap the funds which 
should more pr-perly r,o to the string. Viewed thi^ way, the review process could improve 
• the institution'.-' "image," credibility, and drawing pcver. Students will choose 6tr<^ng 
programj, .j.iv^':! adequate InfMrtnat Ion and counselin^^. 

Pr. Glenny, in his paper, "The Volatile C-teady State," says: 

"/U the ctnte level, concern nu3t be f-.cused zo\tQi-d -^.Vxibility, zero-base 
planning, clearly defined, reoliFtic {to^I.t ana 'objectives for er.ch in.:titution, 
adherence to lorj^-range plans throi .^h such goals and an operationally responoive 
plannirjg snd budgeting process." 

In n;,- view, ti-.e.-^e are proper concerns for a state-level agency with s'-me of the 
functions and powers we hc3ve discussed. The Executive Director of the agency sh'.-uld be 
a otimulator to Lis board: he should educate his ^oard memberi: objectively and persistently 
About present and ^ut-^-e Issues in realistic terns. If there are academic deficits, he 
should stimulate planr-inr; to alleviate them. 

Gcmebody l.ar :c do it. Interrally, the faculties f.lnd Lz extremely difficul.t to reach 
theie kind£ :e;jclcns. The.' lack ti.c state-wide persp-.'ctive, end their pelf-interests 
blur visi-»r.. . t . r.-.:ill \ , It io :;,rp rcpriate t-nt prj.ur. review and scpr',val be 
done b'j a .":Tt.--;.c .■ cord inn tir.,/ :.-ooi-:: it.cludt.Tr hi: levels cl education than by a 

governor'c c^o:':- ; l<...'ic.lritiv.* rf -.--;'. :;oct lericla*:crs .'on't wuj^ .0 serve as education 
boor' ;:b*^rc. -rx": recent t-pin.; .-i.-jt. i;. ti-.e rrlr cf nouoe-nic "■necdlcrs." or "if being 

ni^^ardi- if t :o:i'* r'Mnci t-'dfret r.-.u;f.jtr .--t f. level n'-.Tr "ine cjckin/r. 

L'-.^.' rlTtorc v!i: ■\'^ntlnue to r-^vl'-v b'.c.jei;s -i pnr .. c:' tl;-.ir proper r'^ile in 
approprintir:^ rur.dr. 71 c v v.'"ll tnu:; irfluence e J^crttiorf^l lolicy. fut'ihey need to be 
Sfcured "-.nr. tn-:r b;J :ft'iry de-.-jsicnc arc bas-;d r^-linblo data. 

To ti-op- w;..-> v^.,: i ndvi.'sc ^i^nir:;t *::c .'reMtl-n rr rtren^^lhcr.in- of coordinating 
boardr: «ir.d ar.;:, '"cut irn t tLin ;m l;.v':-i.^ri rr n ?ric.^^r.ic •\'-'f .icm?" ■:hr -erly har to be that 
r.oti'.ir.,: t:;n*. -.a.? Ve-r. ;v' ■0[n».iend''c w.^ul.! : r'"-c:.: -;c 'ir. • r,pti*--.;t Lon '•i-nc: eiva^-ing ii: seL:'- 
^vaiuattnr. a.nd rriority-c-rt i.In»/ . /..I T.cr' • or rd naM ir, ei'^'.^:ii: Wv^';!--^ ^nr,Pf?e th** 
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facultlee and adnUnletratora in their own. beat efforts to find waya to Impfove their 
offeringa, oanageaient, and operationa. If inatitutiona chooae to buck the current 
trends and fight the legial^turoe or the r^e^wide coordinatlag boarda, they will loae 
On the othftr hand^ if they chooae to Join the effort, they will have taken an important 
atep forvard in regalnXfig public coofideisec! and aupport. 
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